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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The indicated allowability of claim 42 is withdrawn in view of BECKETT (U.S. 
Patent 5,790,798). Rejections based on the cited reference(s) follow. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
BECKETT. 

As to claim 42, BECKETT teaches a system for providing a graphics diagnostic 
tool (monitoring computer / supervisor computer) access to a computer graphics system 
(monitored computer) comprising graphics hardware (screen via the display driver) and 
a graphics library (monitor.dll) for controlling the graphics hardware, the graphics library 
including graphics library functions responsive to function calls generated by an 
executing application (sent graphics primitives from a graphics engine), the system 
comprising: a plurality of internal event generators (hooks) embedded in the graphics 
library to perform diagnostic operations (monitoring) on the computer graphics system 
during normal operations of the graphics application (via real-time monitoring / viewing 
at the supervisors computer) (col. 9, lines 54-43; col. 12, lines 23-37; col. 14, lines 11- 
47). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. Claims 21, 22, and 25-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of 
elements, such omission amounting to a gap between the necessary structural 
connections. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural cooperative relationships 
are: "the relationship of the graphics application to the functionality of the graphics 
library. Key to Applicant's invention is that the hooks module is configured to install at 
least one event generator in the graphics library during and without interruption to 
normal operations of the currently-executing graphics application. As detailed in other 
independent claims, in particular claim 31 , as well as the specification, the execution of 
the graphics application would entail function calls to the graphics library. Hence, 
Applicant's invention installs at least one event generator while the graphics library 
handles function calls to the graphics application. Claim 21 as written does not require 
this. Claim 21 , would allow the graphics application to have no relation to the graphics 
library, hence on a multitasking system a graphics application that displays graphics 
and never calls a library while another application requests the updating of a library. 
The addition of the similar limitation as disclosed in claim 31 of "in response to function 
calls received from a graphics application executing thereon", would overcome this 
rejection. 
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5. Claims 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, such 
omission amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See 
MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural cooperative relationships are: "the relationship 
of the graphics application to the functionality of the hooks module. Key to Applicant's 
invention is that the inserting or removing of a spftware program from the executing 
hooks module occurs during and without interruption to normal operations of the 
currently-executing graphics application which uses the hooks module in order to 
execute, via calling functions in the library associated with the hooks module. As 
detailed in other independent claims, in particular claim 31 , as well as the specification, 
the execution of the graphics application would entail function calls to the graphics 
library associated with the hooks module. Hence, Applicant's invention installs at least 
one event generator / software while the graphics library / handler handles function calls 
to the graphics application. Claim 21 as written does not require this. Claim 21 , would 
allow the graphics application to have no relation to the graphics library / handler, hence 
on a multitasking system a graphics application that displays graphics and never calls a 
library while another application requests the updating of a library / handler. The 
addjtion of the similar limitation as disclosed in claim 31 of "in response to function calls 
received from a graphics application executing thereon" or or the like wherein the 
application executes function calls to the handler would overcome this rejection. 
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6. Claim 29 recites the limitation "the graphics diagnostic tool.... a graphics 
diagnostic tool" in lines 1-3. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. The first instance of "the graphics diagnostic tool" should be "a", and the 
second instance should be "the". 

7. Claim 30 recites the limitation "the diagnostic operations" in lines 3-5. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The limitation should state 
"diagnostic operations" without "the", since this is the first instance. 

8. Claims 31-37 recites the limitation "the event generator" in line 8 of claim 31 . 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Since the prior 
recitation of the generator was removed from the claim, the cited indication should read 
"an event generator". 

9. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. It is found throughout the specification that the invoking of the 
event generator comprises the forwarding of results to the graphics tool. The examiner 
has found no recitation of the installing of the generator thereby forwards results of the 
operations to the graphics tool. 



Important Note 
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Claim 42 details a plurality of internal event generators embedded within the 
graphics library. As rejected above, the event generators can be the hooks of the 
system and not necessarily installed during normal operations of the graphics 
application as detailed in other claims. Amending the claims to "a plurality of internal 
event generators installed in the graphics library..." would alleviate the event 
generators pre-installed in the graphics library performing diagnostic operations as 
disclosed in the prior art of record. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claims 23, 24, and 43-46 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The cited claims contain allowable subject matter at least for the following 
reasoning: The cited claims teach a hooks module within a computer graphics system 
having a graphics library that controls graphics hardware and is responsive to function 
calls from an executing graphics application, such that the hooks module is configured 
to install at least one event generator in the graphics library during normal operations of 
a currently-executing graphics application and without interruption to the normal 
operations of the graphics application. The limitation of having the hooks module 
comprise of event generators located within the graphics library and configured to 
perform a diagnostic operation during the normal operations of the graphics application 
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would allow the graphics system in real-time to provide the graphics tool access to the 
graphics system immediately upon the occurrence of conditions which merit such 
evaluation and control, such as recognition of undesirable or unanticipated system 
behavior (pg. 8, lines 22-28) as well as providing the graphics tool with access to 
internal state and control flow of the graphics system which is otherwise unavailable to 
external processes. The invention also incurs minimal performance penalties due to the 
integration during normal operations of the graphics system and since the event 
generators are operationally removed from the graphics library when the hooks module 
is not enabled (pg. 9, lines 18-21 ). The prior art of record at best teaches the 
performance of diagnostic operations during normal operations of the graphics 
application on selected portions of the graphics system (Brown, Beckett). The prior art 
does not allude to installing event generators within the graphics library that is 
responsive to function calls generated by an executing graphics application and controls 
the graphics hardware performing the diagnostic operations during the normal 
operations of the currently-executing graphics application. Therefore, the claims are 
allowable over the prior art of record. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lewis A. Bullock, Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3759. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30 - 5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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